
handed individuals may occur without anarthria—in
fact, without any trouble with speech whatever.
Both Mahaim and Van Gebuchten have studied cases

by means of serial microscopic sections in which the
"lenticular zone," as described by Marie, has suffered
almost total destruction, and yet there have been no

speech disturbances of any kind. Furthermore, Van
Gehuchten analyzes in detail the proofs advanced by
Moutier in his thesis on which Marie bases his conten¬
tions, reproducing all his pictures, and shows that
Marie's anarthria is really an anarthria of projection.
Thus, while aphasias still need more extended study

by serial microscopic sections in order to clear up many
vexed points regarding the rôle played by a number of
projection and association paths in the function of
language, it would appear that the final coup de grâce
has been given to the last of Marie's primary conten¬
tions in his initial famous "Revision."

THE CIRCULAR AROUND THE BOTTLE

The Council on Pharmacy and Chemistry has certain
rules governing the admission of proprietary and other
medicinal products to New and Nonofficial Remedies
(N. N. R.). A large number of preparations are

ineligible to N. N. R. because they are exploited in non-

conformity with Rule 4, which reads:
"Indirect Advertising.\p=m-\Noarticle will be admitted whose

label, package or circular accompanying the package contains
the names of diseases, in the treatment of which the article
is said to be indicated. The therapeutic indications, properties
and doses may be stated. (This rule does not apply to vac-

cines and antitoxins, or to directions for administering or

applying remedies where similar immediate, heroic treatment
is indicated.)"
In other words it is held that circulars describing the

diseases in which the remedy is useful are distinctly
detrimental to public health; the tendency always is to
exaggeration, not only as to their value, but also as to
the variety of diseases in which the remedy is indicated.
A considerable proportion of the medical profession

may still be charged with heedlessly playing into the
hands of the "patent-medicine" man. The "circular
around the bottle" is a striking instance of this. The
patient has placed in his. hands a preparation in the
"original bottle" wrapped around which is a circular
containing a comprehensive list of all the ills and pains
and various derangements for which that product is
supposed to be valuable. He is also given with the same

package a supplementary list of a dozen or so of other
prescriptions, and what diseases they will cure. He is
at once advised how he may at all· times and of his own

initiative obtain these wonderful remedies. And all this
with the (presumed) full endorsement of the family
physician ! Could anyone devise or imagine a more

effective way of starting a patient on the road to self-
drugging? And is not this the nature and purpose of
the fanciful "circular around the bottle?" There are

dozens, probably scores, of preparations which have never

been advertised directly to the public and yet which are

bought by that public, over the drug store counter, like
the rankest of "patent medicines." These self-druggers
have been made such by the carelessness of physicians
who have prescribed "original packages" of such propri¬
etaries as those under discussion. It is necessary only
to call to mind such preparations as Antikamnia, Mica-
jah's Wafers and Glycothymoline as some of the most
flagrant examples, to realize the evil of prescribing a

product having a "circular around the bottle."
Nevertheless, the Council has been assured by several

manufacturers that their preparations would be unsal¬
able if they omitted this circular; that physicians would
not use or prescribe these preparations without the cir¬
cular, and—the saddest part of it all—these manufac¬
turers appear to be serious and honest in their conten¬
tion. What is the meaning? Do physicians really need
the circular around the package or bottle to tell them
why they are using this or that drug? Or does the cir¬
cular confer some peculiar potency on the drug which
would be lost if the circular were omitted? Or is the
circular one of those bad but seductive habits which we

would rather suffer than do without? Or, finally, are

these manufacturers mistaken in their estimate of what
physicians really want?

THE SECRET COMMISSION EVIL

The giving and receiving of secret commissions has
been discussed with increasing frequency for several
years. Although the existence of this practice has long
been recognized, we have always believed that it has
been confined to a comparatively small number of
physicians. Condemnation of this evil by the Associa-
tion, by The Journal and by various medical societies,
as well as occasional local investigations and exposures,
have apparently failed to abolish it. Recent discussion
shows that the better men in the profession appreciate
the importance of the problem and the need of its solu-
tion by physicians. In this issue appear two articles on
the subject, one the president's address before the Wes-
tern Surgical Association,1 and the other an editorial
from Colorado Medicine.2 Both of these articles are

severe and carry the impression that the practice is wide-
spread. We are loath to believe that conditions are as
bad as represented. Yet this evil, if existent to any
extent, should be freely discussed and unsparingly con¬
demned. Its correction is of vital importance to the
public as well as to physicians. While it has long been
recognized as existent by the profession, the rapidly
growing interest of the public in professional matters and
the increasing disposition of physicians to take the people
into their confidence, have apprised the public, appar¬
ently for the first time, of the existence of this condition.
Now that the people are informed, the evil must be

1. The Journal A. M. A., this issue, page 725.
2. Colorado Medicine, February, 1911 ; see The Journal, this

issue, page 770.
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